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LOCAL NUMBER PORTABI LI TY
| mpl enent ation of 8251(b) of the Tel econmuni cati on Act of 1996
Order Rescinding Order No. 23,210 for Union Tel ephone Conpany

ORDER NO 23321

Oct ober 12, 1999

On May 10, 1999, the New Hanpshire Public Uilities
Commi ssion (Comm ssion) issued Order No. 23,210 N si ordering
full inplenentation of permanent |ocal nunber portability (LNP)
by incunbent and conpetitive |ocal exchange carriers (ILECs and
CLECs, respectively) by October 31, 1999.

On May 27, 1999, Ganite State Tel ephone Conpany, Inc.
(GST), Merrimack County Tel ephone Conpany, Contoocook Vall ey
Tel ephone Conpany, Inc., WIton Tel ephone Conpany, Inc., Hollis
Tel ephone Conpany, Inc., Dunbarton Tel ephone Conpany, Inc.,
Nort hl and Tel ephone Conpany of Miine, Inc., Bretton Wods
Tel ephone Conpany, Inc., and D xville Tel ephone Conpany
(hereinafter GST, et al.) filed an Qbjection to the Order Nisi_
and requested a hearing wwth the Comm ssion. On the sanme date,
May 27, 1999, Chichester Tel ephone Conpany, Meriden Tel ephone
Conpany, and Kearsarge Tel ephone Conpany (“the TDS Conpani es”)
filed Comments with the Comm ssion.

On June 14, the Comm ssion issued Order No. 23,233
tenporarily suspending the effective date of Order N si No.

23,210 with respect to the above-referenced conpanies. The
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Comm ssion further ordered that Staff conduct an investigation of
the issues raised in the Comments and Objection to the
Comm ssion’s order and report its findings to the Conm ssion by
July 16, 1999.

On August 23, 1999 the Conm ssion issued Order No.
23,290 rescinding Order No. 23,210 for GST et al. and the TDS
Conmpani es. The Conm ssion further ordered that the existing FCC
and PUC rule with respect to nunber portability would continue to
apply to these conpanies, such that, if a conpetitive provider
begins offering service, the conpetitor may request that the I LEC
becone LNP capabl e.

Inits Order No. 23,290 the Comm ssion found that the

filings raised, inter alia, issues related to the timng of the

i npl ementation of LNP and the requirenents inposed by the

Tel ecommuni cations Act and its subsequent inplenmentation by the
Federal Communi cations Comm ssion (FCC). Specifically, the
filings addressed the following: (1) the inplications for LNP
based upon the parties’ status as rural teleconmunications
carriers, (2)cost recovery nmechanisns relating to inplenentation
of LNP, and (3) the technical feasibility of neeting the October

31, 1999 deadl i ne.

In Order No. 23,290 the Conm ssion agreed with the

FCC s statenment that it “is reasonable to focus initial efforts
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in inmplenmenting nunber portability in areas where conpeting
carriers plan to enter” (GST, et al., Qbjection at 5). The
existing FCC rules state that each |ILEC nust nake |ong-term
nunber portability available in smaller MSAs (metropolitan
statistical areas as defined by the Bureau of the Census) within
six nonths after a specific request by another tel ecomrunications
carrier in the areas in which the requesting carrier is operating
or plans to operate (GST, et al., Objection at 4). Gven that no
conpeting carrier has announced plans to operate in the
territories served by the above-referenced conpani es, and,
further, that no carrier has filed an objection to these notions,
the Comm ssion found that relieving these conpanies of the
obligation to institute LNP by October 31, 1999 would not thwart
t he devel opnent of conpetition in the tel econmunications industry
in New Hanpshire. Accordingly, the Comm ssion did not require
GST et al. and the TDS conpanies to inplenment LNP at this tine.

On Septenber 21, 1999, Union Tel ephone Conpany (Union)
filed a petition with the Comm ssion requesting that O der No.
23,210 be rescinded as it pertains to Union. Union requested
that Order No. 23,210 be rescinded to the degree that it was
resci nded for the other independent incunbent |ocal exchange
carriers in Order 23,290. Union further requested that the
Commi ssion either act on this petition or suspend the October 31,

1999 LNP date for Union by Cctober 18, 1999, to all ow Union
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adequate tinme to stop preparations for inplenmenting LNP by
Oct ober 31, 1999.

Uni on acknow edges that it did not submt coments or
request a hearing on Order 23,210 by May 27, 1999 as required by
the order. However, Union points out that Order No. 23,290
rescinds Order 23,210 for all ILECs in New Hanpshire except Bel
Atlantic and Union. Union believes the Conm ssion anal ysis set
forth in Oder No. 23,290 which relieves the other small |LECs of
the requirenent to inplement LNP at this tinme, should al so apply
to Union. Union further asserts that investing in LNP would be
an inprudent investnent at this tinme for a nunber of reasons,
including but not limted to the possibility that the equi pnment
Wi ll sit unused until a conpetitor requests LNP and will not
provi de any significant benefit to the public interest.

Al t hough Union’s request cones well after the tine
required for any response to Order 23,210, we acknow edge t hat
Union is a small ILEC and that the sane rationale stated in Order
No. 23,290 rescinding Oder No. 23,210 for GST et al. and the TDS
conpani es applies to Union. Accordingly, we will not require
Union to inplenment LNP at this tine.

Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, that Order No. 23,210 is rescinded for Union
Tel ephone Conpany, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the existing FCC and PUC rul es
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W th respect to nunber portability will continue to apply to
Uni on Tel ephone Conpany, such that, if a conpetitive provider
begins offering service, the conpetitor may request that Union
Tel ephone Conpany becone LNP capabl e.

By order of the Public Uilities Conmm ssion of New

Hanpshire this twel fth day of October, 1999.

Dougl as L. Patch Susan S. Gei ger Nancy Brockway
Chai r man Comm ssi oner Comm ssi oner

Attested by:

Thomas B. Getz
Executive Director and Secretary



